Lower-class black kids remain lower-class black kids, except that they become literate. We don't try to condition them in the process to some ideal of middle-class childhood or to some romanticized form of black culture. There may be some value in doing one or the other, but I don't see it as our prerogative or the prerogative of any public school system. The weakness of this hands-off approach is 
Lower-class black kids remain lower-class black kids, except that they become literate. We don't try to condition them in the process to some ideal of middle-class childhood or to some romanticized form of black culture. There may be some value in doing one or the other, but I don't see it as our prerogative or the prerogative of any public school system. The weakness of this hands-off approach is rights at an earlier age than some other rights. It seems that it is around the age of 13 or 14 that children begin to take a conscious interest in their own development, and so it would be reasonable for them to have the right to begin making their own educational decisions at about that time. Parents would still have influence, of course, but they would not have authority supported by law. This is a hard nut to swallow, for most parents too are infected with an unwillingness to let people make mistakes, particularly their own children. But I don't see any other way to give full meaning to the right of people to determine their own course of development, and this is a right without which most other rights become meaningless.
Is Inequality Here To Stay?
The strongest argument against leaving educa tional decisions in the hands of parents and children is that poorly educated parents will have poorly educated children. Thus, the argument runs, the price of educational freedom will be that the poor get poorer and the rich get richer.
It is difficult to write this argument off by saying that freedom always has its price. At present we are so committed to a belief in public education that a parks commissioner or a welfare director is considered to be operating in the best of faith if he uses his office to advance generally acceptable notions of how people should be. If we looked at it differently, however, if we saw public education as a dangerous intrusion into the lives of individuals, we would kick out public officials who acted that way, as readily as we now kick out those who use their offices for graft. The responsible official would be one who regarded his power to educate in the same way as he regarded his power to make people rich ? as a power not to be abused, but to be exercised with as much fairness, impartiality, and restraint as possible. What I am proposing, thus, is not a neutral or value-free treatment of children, which would be impossible in any event. I am proposing that the cultural life of children should be treated like the cultural life of adults, as something that should have quality, meaning, and moral value in the here and now rather than in some future state of develop ment. Cultural facilities and activities should be designed to enable children to make fuller use of the human qualities they already have rather than to develop new qualities. It might be argued that this is simply education under a different guise, but I think the intention is fundamentally different. Some specific suggestions: Provide intellectual recreation in place of schooling; make it easier for children to do things rather than merely watch; provide quiet places without prescribed activities; that can be used in a variety of unprogrammed ways so as to balance the resources that program the user.
Schools Without Education
There is room for a great deal of creative thinking in planning cultural resources for children, once it is recognized that the talents of the educator are not the main talents to be employed. 
